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DETAILED ACTION 



37 CFR 1.131 Affidavit Rejection 



1 . The evidence submitted is insufficient to establish diligence from a date 

prior to the date of reduction to practice of the Teare et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,151 ,624) 

reference to either a constructive reduction to practice or an actual reduction to practice. 

At page 1 , paragraph 8 of the affidavit, the Claimant states: 

"At no time between February 3, 1998 and October 16, 1998 were my activities 
regarding disclosure of my invention in the above-mentioned provisional patent ever 
suspended. It was my constant and continuous intention to diligently move towards 
disclosure of my invention by filing the above-identified provisional patent application." 

Likewise, at page 2, paragraph 9 of the affidavit, the Claimant states: 

"Based on the foregoing facts, I believe that I conceived my inventions prior to 
February 3, 1998 and that I was diligent in preparing the provisional application for filing 
on October 16, 1998." 

In neither paragraph 8 nor paragraph 9 does the Applicant actually state that he was 
diligent. Furthermore, nowhere else in the affidavit does the Applicant provide any proof 
of diligence. 

2. The evidence submitted is insufficient to establish applicant's alleged 
actual reduction to practice of the invention in this country or a NAFTA or WTO member 
country after the effective date of the Teare reference. At page 1 , paragraph 4 of the 
affidavit, the Claimant states: 

"...Prior to February 3, 1998, I disclosed this invention to my coworkers, using the notes 
provided in Exhibit A ." 

The above-mentioned Exhibit A is a set of unnumbered pages. Should this set of pages 
be dropped, the reassembled pages could have a different order. There is no evidence 
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of disclosing this invention to coworkers or of dates or redacted dates except for six 
pages with the footer "printed on 2/12/98" and one page with the footer "printed on 
2/16/98". There was no indication as to which portions of Appendix A are related to the 
various phrases in independent claim 1 of the patent application. 

For these reasons, the "Affidavit Under 37 C.F.R. § 1.131" has been disallowed. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 7, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Teare, Seybold (U.S. Patent No. 5,877,758), Smith et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,192,407), Huang et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,266,695), Robinson (U.S. Patent No. 
5,918,014), and Bowen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,094,049). 

5. Teare rendered obvious independent claim 1 by the following: 
"...logging on..." at col. 12, lines 21-23. 

"...configuring an appearance..." at col. 4, lines 39-41. 

"...viewing, adding, or modifying items of information..." at col. 12, lines 56-61 and col. 
17, lines 44-47. 

"...specifying identifying information..." at col. 11, lines 66-67 and col. 12, lines 1-4. 
"...specifying information for at least one matter..." at col. 8, lines 27-30. 
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"... viewing, adding, or modifying further comprises..." at col. 12, lines 56-61 and col. 17, 
lines 44-47. 

"...selecting one or more matters..." at coL 8, lines 27-30. 
"...selecting a user..." at col. 4, lines 15-21. 

"...displaying only items for which the selected user has been designated..." at col. 26, 
lines 56-58. 

"...configuring..." at col. 4, lines 39-41. 

"...viewing, adding, or modifying..." at col. 12, lines 56-61 and col. 17, lines 44-47. 
"...performed via an Internet web site.." at col. 18, lines 52-54. 

Teare does not teach the use of collaborative management applications, the use 
of clients, the use of user groups, the use of levels of authorization, the use of 
components, the use of categories, the use of groups of matters, and the use of filters. 

6. However, Seybold teaches the use of collaborative management 
applications as follows: 

"...to the collaborative management application..." at col. 6, lines 63-66. 
"...of the collaborative management application..." at col. 6, lines 63-66. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use a collaborative management application to consolidate, coordinate, and 
track team activity. 

Seybold does not teach the use of clients, the use of user groups, the use of 
levels of authorization, the use of components, the use of categories, the use of groups 
of matters, and the use of filters. 
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7. However, Smith teaches the use of clients as follows: 
"...pertaining to one or more clients..." at col. 11, 56-59. 

"...for a client..." at col. 11, 56-59. 

"...of the client..." at col. 11, 56-59. 

"...for the client..." at coL 1 1 , 56-59. 

"...with respect to matters of the client..." at col. 11, 56-59. 

"...selecting a client..." at col. 11, 56-59. 

"...in connection with the selected client..." at col. 1 1 , 56-59. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention for clients of a law firm to use a collaborative management application to 
consolidate, coordinate, and track activity on legal documents. 

Smith does not teach the use of user groups, the use of levels of authorization, 
the use of components, the use of categories, the use of groups of matters, and the use 
of filters. 

8. However, Huang teaches the use of user groups and the use of levels of 
authorization as follows: 

"...identifying a user group..." at col. 1 1 , lines 28-35. 
"...having some level of authorization..." at col. 11, lines 28-35. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use user groups and levels of authorization in order to designate the system 
use privileges of each of the users. 
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Huang does not teach the use of components, the use of categories, the use of 
groups of matters, and the use of filters. 

9. However, Robinson teaches the use of subject matter groups, categories, 
and filters as follows: 

"...one or more matters comprise a group of matters..." at col. 5, lines 32-33. 
"...with the selected group of matters..." at col. 5, lines 32-33. 
"...selecting a filter for filtering items..." at col. 4, lines 25-27 
"...displaying the filtered items to a user..." at col. 19, lines 18-23. 
"...specifying at least one category..." at col. 7, lines 7-1 1 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use groups of matters and categories for organizing information and to have 
the use of filters to exclude information outside of these filters in order to provide for 
convenience and to be able to have a manageable set of data for viewing. 

Robinson does not teach the use of components. 

1 0. However, Bowen teaches the use of components as follows: 
"...selecting a component in connection with all matters of the client..." at col. 7, lines 52- 
53. 

",..forthe component..." at col. 7, lines 52-53. 

"...selecting a component in connection..." at col. 7, lines 52-53. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use components as well as groups of matters and categories for organizing 
information for the convenience of the user. 
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11. As per claim 7, the "...assigning an authorization level to each user of the 
user group...," is taught by Huang at col. 14, lines 35-43. 

12. As per claim 8, the "...modifying the authorization level of a user of the 
user group in connection with at least one matter of the client...," is taught by Huang at 
col. 14, lines 52-57. 

13. Claims 2-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, and Bowen as applied to claim 1 above, 
and further in view of Evans et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,784,6191) and Gore (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,873,095). 

As per claim 2, the "...adding an item to a component". ..and "...specifying a status 
of said added item...," are not taught by either Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, 
or Bowen. 

However, Evans teaches the adding of items to components as follows: 

^.,,an item may be added to a notebook component by dragging it 
directly into a notebook window from any system component, such 
as a network browser, in accordance with the embedding procedure 
described herein,./' at col. 16, lines 5-9. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to be able to add items to components in order to provide flexibility in the 
system for the convenience of the user. 

Evan did not teach the specifying of a status for the added items. 

However, Gore teaches the setting of a status as follows: 

^...Locator application 22 provides a user with the ability to 
set his current status, to view the current status of another 
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employee, and to view a list of employees having a given 
status.. /'at col. 2, lines 57-60. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to be able to assign statuses to added items in order to provide flexibility in the 
system for the convenience of the user. 

As per claim 3, the "...changing a status of said added item...," is not taught by 
either Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, or Bowen. 

However, Gore teaches the changing of a status as follows: 

""...To change his current status using status window application 
24, the employee can select and change status icon 102 until 
status icon 102 corresponds to the desired status..." at col. 6, 
lines 51-53. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to be able to change statuses of items in order to provide flexibility in the 
system for the convenience of the user. 

As per claim 4, "...changing a status of said added item comprises selecting an 
icon associated with said item status...," is not taught by either Teare, Seybold, Smith, 
Huang, Robinson, or Bowen. 

However, Gore teaches the use of icons for changing of a status as follows: 

""...To change his current status using status window application 
24, the employee can select and change status icon 102 until 
status icon 102 corresponds to the desired status..." at col. 6, 
lines 51-53. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to be able to use icons for changing statuses of items for the convenience of 



the user. 
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As per claim 5, the "...selecting an item status and displaying only items having a 
status corresponding to the selected item status...," is not taught by either Teare, 
Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, or Bowen. 

However, Gore teaches the displaying of items having a selected status as 
follows: 

""...If a list is desired, then, in step 88, the locator 
application queries the database and displays a list of 
employees having a status matching the queried status..." at 
col. 6, lines 6-9. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to be able to specify a status and to obtaining a list of items having the 
specified status for the convenience of the user. 

14. Claims 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, Bowen, Evans, and Gore as applied to claim 
2 above, and further in view of Vaughn (U.S. Patent No. 4,800,590) and Lindholm (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,108,754. 

As per claim 12, the "...item status is selected from a group consisting of hot 
issue, in progress, and done...," is not taught by either Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, 
Robinson, Bowen, Evans, or Gore. 

However, Vaughn teaches the use of the concept "hot Issue" as follows: 

The problem of computer security has become a very hot issue 
recently, with the movie "War Games" and the problems with 
"hackers" finding their way into time- shared computer 
systems../' at col. 1, lines 51-54. 
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It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to be able to specify the status of an issue as "hot issue" in order to indicate 
that immediate action is required. 

Vaughn does not teach the use of statuses of in-progress or done. 

However, Lindholm teaches the use of statuses of in-progress or done as 
follows: 

""...The garbage collector would have done so because it had 
determined that, except for the in-progress reference being set 
to refer to the object, the synchronization construct meets the 
termination criteria..." at col. 18, lines 23-27. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to be able to specify the status of an issue as "in progress" or "done" as well 
as "hot issue" in order to indicate the progress of processing issues. 

15. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, and Bowen as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Graham et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,044,138), Gabbe et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,550,965), Sanschagrin et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,295,540), and Jeffrey et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,262,720). 

A per claim 6, the "...group consisting of a status component...," "...an outside 
service provider notes...," "...a client notes...," "...a checklist. ./'...critical dates...,". .only 
users identified as outside service provider users can modify outside service provider 
notes items...," and "...only users identified as client users can modify client notes 
items...," are not taught by either Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, or Bowen. 
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However, Graham teaches the use of outside service provider notes as follows: 

. . .Upon selection of the client, the means 60 is initiated and 
a screen is displayed permitting or requesting the service 
provider to enter comments to be associated with the 
matter/call..." at col. 6, lines 63-66. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to allow outside service providers to enter comments for convenience and the 
allow modification of those comments by the same outside service providers in order to 
maintain integrity of these comments. 

Graham does not teach the use of client notes, statuses, checklists, and critical 

dates. 

However, Gabbe teaches the use of client notes as follows: 

"^...The annotating process in block 506 accepts client notes 
514, event data 106, media representations 202, and the table of 
contents 302 as input.' Client notes 514 are ancillary data 530 
which is entered by manually typing characters into the keyboard 
or by semi-automatically highlighting a textual entry with a 
pointing device..." at col. 13, lines 45-50. 



It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to allow clients to enter comments for convenience and the allow modification 
of those comments by the same clients in order to maintain integrity of these comments. 

Graham does not teach the use of statuses, checklists, and critical dates. 

However, Sanschagrin teaches the use of statuses and critical dates as follows: 

""...The inventory information or equivalent that can be 
retrieved from INM 11 include, for example, location/relay rack 
terminal identification (TID) information, hierarchy human 
equipment catalogue inventory group (HECIG) information, plug- in 
type information such as human equipment catalogue items (HECI) , 
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slot ID, and NE assignment status (in-service or not in- 
service) /' at col. A, lines 54-60. 

""...The TIRKS system allows users to automatically log, route, 
and monitor the progress of work orders (WO) , perform end-to-end 
circuit design based on generic specifications and automated 
scripts, view and maintain an accurate, up-to-date inventory of 
all facilities and equipment and their assignments, execute 
interactive, user-defined queries and generate customized 
reports of work center activity, critical dates, and jeopardy 
conditions, and interface seamlessly with other Bellcore 
operations support systems..." at col. 1, lines 31-40. 



It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 

invention to use statuses and critical dates as components for convenience. 

Sanschagrin does not teach the use of checklists. 

However, Jeffrey teaches the use of checklists as follows: 

''...In accordance with this invention, an electronic checklist 
system, and corresponding method for controlling the 
presentation of non-normal checklists produced by the crew alert 
system of complex equipment, such as an airplane, as a result of 
the complex equipment operating in a non-normal manner is 
disclosed...'' at col. 3, lines 65-67 and col. 4, lines 1-3. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use checklists as components for convenience. 

16. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, and Bowen as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Hunt et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,253,234), 

As per claim 9, the "...Internet web site...," is taught by Teare at col. 18, lines 52- 

54, 



the "...group consisting of the client...," is taught by Smith at col. 1 1 , 56-59, 
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but the "...is maintained by a party selected from the group consisting.. .and an outside 
service provider..." is not taught by either Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, or 
Bowen. 

However, Hunt teaches the maintaining of Internet web sites by service providers 
as follows: 

. . .Another problem relates to the fees charged by service 
providers for maintaining a Web site..." at col. 2, lines 35-36. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use either clients or service providers of these clients to maintain Internet 
Web sites in order to promote system flexibility and convenience. 

17. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, and Bowen as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Yianilos et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,321 ,609). 

As per claim 10, the "...filter corresponds to a time period and wherein the filtered 
items comprise items edited during the time period corresponding to the filter... is not 
taught by Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, or Bowen, 

However, Yianilos teaches the use of a filter for a time penod as follows: 

""...In order to enable a useful selection of relevant articles, 
these filter parameters are set forth in four Groups, namely, 
"Article Type", "Location", "Subject", and "Time Period-"...," 
at col. 2, lines 7-10. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 

invention to use time period filters to include only information inside of these time 
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periods in order to provide for convenience and to be able to have a manageable set of 
data for viewing, 

18. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, Bowen, and Yianilos as applied to claim 10 
above, and further in view of Fish (U.S. Patent No. 6,195,652). 

As per claim 1 1, the "...filtered items comprise all items added to the component 
since the items were last viewed.,.," is not taught by Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, 
Robinson, Bowen, or Yianilos. 

However, Fish teaches the use of items entered after a time as follows: 

'"'..•searches could be stored that only look for items entered 
after the last time the search was run..." at col. 11, lines 60- 
61. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use time period filters to include only information after these time periods in 
order to provide for convenience and to be able to have a manageable set of data for 
viewing. 

19. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, and Bowen as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Evans and Achacoso et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,161,149). 

As per claim 13, the "...designating a user...," is taught by Teare at col. 4, lines 

15-21, 

the "...adding an item to a component..." 
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and "...automatically generating an E-mail...," are not taught by Teare, Seybold, Smith, 

Huang, Robinson, and Bowen. 

However, Evans teaches the adding of items to components as follows: 

"^.•.an item may be added to a notebook component by dragging 
it directly into a notebook window from any system component, 
such as a network browser, in accordance with the embedding 
procedure described herein,./' at col, 16, lines 5-9. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to be able to add items to components in order to provide flexibility in the 
system for the convenience of the user. 

Evans does not teach the automatic generation of an E-mail message. 

However, Achacoso teaches the automatic generation of an E-mail message as 
follows: 

""...The notice generator may push notices via e-mail, 
narrowcasting, or a combination..." at col. 4, lines, 6-7. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to automatically generate E-mail notices and to send them to designated 
users in order to notify the users of changes to pending items. 

20. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, and Bowen as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Horvitz et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,864,848), Achacoso, and Shaw et al. 
(U.S. Patent No, 6,199,106). 

As per claim 14, the "...user selection of an E-mail icon associated with one of 
the displayed items...," 
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the "...displaying at least one E-mail group for the selected client, the at least one E-mail 
group comprising a list of users for receiving E-mail messages...," 
the "...sending the E-mail message to the selected users...," 

the "...collaborative management application automatically filling in a subject field of the 

E-mail message with a description of the associated item...," are not taught by either 

Teare, Seybold, Smith, Huang, Robinson, or Bowen. 

However, Horvitz teaches the use of icons for E-mail messages as follows: 

. . .At a convenient point in time for reading e-mail, the user 
may select an e-mail icon on a menu bar to activate the e-mail 
program 36..." at col. 19, lines 41-43. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to be able to use icons for activating E-mail programs for the convenience of 
the user. 

Horvitz does not teach the use of lists of E-mail message users or the automatic 

filling in of the E-mail subject. 

However, Achacoso teaches the use of lists of E-mail message users as follows: 

''...in an internet embodiment, one person can identify e-mail 
addresses for a desired group of colleagues, friends, or 
family, name the group, and provide a uniform resource locator 
(URL) for a group conference. The system pushes an e-mail 
notice to the desired group, with the URL..." at col. Col, 6, 
lines 42-46. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to provide the user with the means of selecting a set of E-mail recipients from 
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a list of E-mail addresses and sending an E-mail message to the designated recipients 
for user convenience. 

Achacoso does not teach the automatically filling in the subject field on an E-mail 
message. 

However, Shaw teaches the automatically filling in the subject field on an E-mail 
message as follows: 

"".•.If "mail <recipient e-mail > <subject line>" is defined as 
the action to be performed, the client computer switches to the 
"write" screen, automatically filling in the address and the 
subject of an e-mail message..." at col, 16, lines 30-33. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to automatically fill in the subject field on an E-mail message in order to 
provide a set of uniform subject field entries for the E-mail messages. 

21. Claims 15, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Clements (U.S. Patent No. 6,182,080), Hunt, Teare, Boden et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,930,512), and Smith. 

22. Clements rendered obvious independent claim 15 by the following: 
"...instructions for accessing a repository..." at col. 6, lines 12-16 and col. 2, lines 25-29. 
"...the repository for storing a plurality of documents..." at col. 2, lines 25-29. 

"...a first graphical interface ..." at col. 4, lines 47-51 . 
"...by which a first user..." at col. 5, lines 1-2. 

"...can add one or more documents to the repository..." at col. 2, lines 25-29. 
"...for each document..." at col. 2, lines 25-29. 
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"...instructions..." at col. 6, lines 12-16. 

"...one or more users..." at col. 5, lines 1-2. 

"...an email interface..." at col. 3, lines 16-18. 

"...linked to the first graphical interface..." at col. 4, lines 47-51. 

"...the email interface including a list of potential email recipients..." at col. 3, lines 16-18. 
"...a second graphical interface..." at col. 4, lines 47-51. 
"...by which a second user..." at col. 5, lines 1-2. 

"...and can access one or more of the documents in the repository..." at col. 2, lines 25- 
29. 

"...for the one or more documents..." at col. 2, lines 25-29. 

"...and instructions..." at col. 6, lines 12-16. 

"...for allowing the second user..." at col. 5, lines 1-2. 

"...any one of the documents in the repository..." at col. 2, lines 25-29. 

"...of the second user..." at col. 5, lines 1-2. 

Clements does not teach the use of service providers, the use of categories, the 
use of authorizations, the use of matters, the use of clients, the logging on to network 
applications, and the viewing, adding, or modifying documents. 

23. However, Hunt teaches the use of service providers and the use of 
network application programs as follows: 
"...associated with the service provider..." at col. 4, lines 11-13. 
"...the network application..." at col. 4, lines 13-16. 
"...the network application..." at col. 4, lines 13-16. 
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It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use service providers to maintain Internet Web sites in order to promote 
system flexibility and convenience for the users. Likewise, it would have been obvious 
to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the invention to allow users to use 
network application programs in order to make maximum use of the networks' 
capabilities. 

Hunt does not teach the use of categories, the use of authorizations, the use of 
matters, the use of clients, the logging on to applications, and the viewing, adding, or 
modifying documents. 

24. However, Teare teaches logging on to applications and the viewing, 
adding, or modifying documents as follows: 
"...can log into..." at col. 12, lines 21-23. 
"...and a matter..." at col. 8, lines 27-30. 
"...with respect to matters..." at col. 8, lines 27-30. 
"...and the matter..." at col. 8, lines 27-30. 
"...can log into..." at col. 12, lines 21-23. 
"...and matter..." at col. 8, lines 27-30. 

"...to view, add, or modify..." at col. 12, lines 56-61 and col. 17, lines 44-47. 
"...with respect to a particular matter..." at col. 8, lines 27-30. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to be able to log on to network applications and to use these applications to 
view, add, or modify documents in order to provide users access to these applications 
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and have the capability to view, add, or modify documents residing on a system at a 
remote site to gain acceptance for use of this system. Likewise, it would have been 
obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the invention to designate 
matters that may be accessed by users in order to limit access of users to view, add, or 
modify documents, which cover only those matters for which the users have 
authorization. 

Teare does not teach the use of categories, the use of authorizations, and the 
use of clients. 

25. However, Boden teaches the assigning of categories and the use of 
authorizations as follows: 

"...and can assign a category, an authorization..." at col. 4, lines 66-67 and col. 5, lines 
1-3. 

"...having a level of authorization..." at col. 4, lines 66-67 and col. 5, lines 1-3, 
"...the category..." at col. 4, lines 66-67 and col, 5, lines 1-3. 
"...based on the category..." at col. 4, lines 66-67 and col. 5, lines 1-3, 
"...authorization..." at col. 4, lines 66-67 and col. 5, lines 1-3. 
"...according to the authorization..." at col. 4, lines 66-67 and col, 5, lines 1-3. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use authorization and categories of subjects in order to designate the 
system use privileges of each of the users and exclude other user from accessing these 
categories. 

Boden does not teach the use of clients. 
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26. However, Smith teaches the use of clients as follows: 
"...for identifying one or more clients..." at col. 11, lines 56-59. 
"...each client comprising..." at col. 11, lines 56-59. 

"...of the client..." at col. 11, lines 56-59. 

"...selected according to at least one client..." at col. 1 1 , lines 56-59. 
"...associated with a client..." at col. 11, lines 56-59. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention for clients of a law firm to have access to legal documents for which they are 
authorized in order to be able to review and modify those documents without having to 
first obtain paper copies of the documents from the law firm. 

27. As per claim 17, the "...the list of potential email recipients...," is taught by 
Clements at col. 3, lines 16-18, 

the "...is selected according to the client...," is taught by Smith at col. 11, lines 56-59, 
the "...the category...," is taught by Boden at col. 4, lines 66-67 and col. 5, lines 1-3, 
and the "...and the matter...," is taught by Teare at col. 8, lines 27-30. 

28. As per claim 18, the "...the service provider...," is taught by Hunt at col. 4, 
lines 11-13 

and the "...is a law firm...," is taught by Smith at col. 11, lines 56-59. 

29. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Clements, Hunt, Teare, Boden, and Smith as applied to claim 15 above, and further in 
view of Robinson. 
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As per claim 16, the "...the second graphical interface...," is taught by Clements 
at col. 4, lines 47-51, 

the "...includes instructions...," is taught by Clements at col. 6, lines 12-16, 
the "...for allowing the second user..," is taught by Clements at col. 5, lines 1-2, 
the "...to view, add, or modify...," is taught by Teare at col. 12, lines 56-61 and col 17, 
lines 44-47, 

the "...any one of the documents in the repository by...," is taught by Clements at col. 2, 
lines 25-29, 

the "...for the client...," is taught by Smith at col. 11, lines 56-59, 

the "...and the matter..," is taught by Teare at col. 8, lines 27-30, 

the "...for which the second user..," is taught by Clements at col. 5, lines 1-2, 

the "...has authorization...," is taught by Boden at col. 4, lines 66-67 and col. 5, lines 1-3, 

but the "...using a first filter for filtering items..." 

and the "...and using a second filter for filtering items...," are not taught by either 

Clements, Hunt, Teare, Boden, or Smith. 

However, Robinson teaches the use of filters as follows: 

^•.•This invention involves using automated collaborative 
filtering (ACF) either instead of, or in addition to, the above- 
mentioned techniques../' at col. 4, lines 25-27. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to have the use of filters to exclude information outside of these filters in order 
to have a manageable set of data for viewing or modifying. 
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Response to Arguments 



30. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner has combined an 
excessive number of references, reliance on a large number of references in a rejection 
does not, without more, weigh against the obviousness of the claimed invention. See In 
re Gorman, 933 F.2d 982, 18 USPQ2d 1885 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

31 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. In the second argument on page 3, 
paragraph 4, the Applicant states as follows: 

Tor example, when referencing the claim term "...selecting a client...", the Examiner 
directs his attention to Teare's discussion of customers at col. 1 1 , lines 66-67 and col. 
12, line 1 . (Office Action at pg. 3). However, a customer in Teare is a website who is 
seeking to have searchable metadata stored in the Registry, This is different from the 
term "client" as used in claim 1, which is a participant in a "collaborative management 
application."" 

The Examiner contends that a client is a customer of a law firm. However, two new 
references have been added to strengthen the rejection of claim 1 . Smith teaches the 
use of clients as follows: 

""...For example, a law firm could create an account and then a 
billing code for each client, associating a billing code and 
account with each document's transaction..." at col. 11, lines 
56-59. 

Likewise, Seybold teaches the use of collaborative management applications as follows: 

Briefly described, the preferred program, which is 
represented in FIG. 1 as application program 37a, is a 
collaborative management tool that consolidates, coordinates, 
and tracks team activity..." at col. 6, lines 63-66. 

The addition of these two references clearly meets the Applicant's argument as quoted 



above. 
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Conclusion 



32. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Harold E. Dodds, Jr. whose telephone number is 
(703)-305-1802. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 8:00 - 
4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E. Breene can be reached on (703)-305-9790. The fax phone 
numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703)- 
305-9730 for regular communications and 703-746-7238 for After Final 
communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)- 
305-3900. 




Harold E. Dodds, Jr. 
Patent Examiner 
June 28, 2002 




